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THE RELEVANCE OF SALAKO FOR PROTO-MALAYIC AND FOR OLD MALAY EPIGRAPHY
Dedicated to Jan Schoterman (1 948-1 989)* l . INTRODUCTION Salako is spoken in the Lundu district of Sarawak's First Division and in three discontinuous areas in Kabupaten Sambas in West Kalimantan, Indonesia. Despite the persistent belief of some scholars that Salako is a Land Dayak isolect, it belongs to the Malayic-Dayak linguistic subgroup, as Hudson (1970) already pointed out, and is closely related to Kendayan c and Belangin'cboth spoken in Kabupaten Pontianak). These three dialects are mutually intelligible, and 1 cal1 them West Malayic Dayak to distinguish them from Iban, Mualang and other Ibanic isolects of the Malayic Dayak subgroup, which are spoken east of the Land Dayak linguistic area (see map 42 in Wurm and Hattori 198 1-3). I use Hudson's term 'isolect' as it is connòtationally neutra1 with respect to the distinction between language and dialect (cf. Hudson 1967) . A phonological outline of Salako has appeared earlier (Adelaar 199 1).
Malayic Dayak isolects are important for the history of the Malayic linguistic subgroup, as they have developed in relative isolation from other Malayic isolects. They have undergone to a much smaller degree the longstanding and intensive influence from lingua franca varieties of Malay such as Standard Malay and Bazaar Malay, which have also brought with them considerable lexica1 influence from Indian languages, Javanese, Arabic, Persian and European languages. West Malayic Dayak. is of particular interest for the linguistic history of the Malayic subgroup, as on the one hand, West Malayic Dayak isolects possess a rich, consewative morphology, which in other Malayic isolects (including the Ibanic ones) has been reduced. On the other hand, they have undergone some specific phonological changes which make it possible for us to distinguish between (not too old) loanwords and other vocabulary. Most of these phonological changes are also found in part of the Land Dayak area and in some Ibanic areas directly adjacent to it: they are area1 features criss-crossing the boundaries between Land Dayak and Malayic Dayak. Misinterpretation of these area1 features must be responsible for the fact that some scholars still classify Salako with Land Dayak.
In this paper I would like to demonstrate that Salako is of g e a t importante for the reconstruction of Proto-Malayic (henceforth referred to as PM) phonology, lexicon and, particularly, morphology.' I also wish to show that Salako, because of its conservative morphology and lexicon, throws new light on the inscriptions of Telaga Batu (South Sumatra) and Gandasuli (Java). It provides key arguments for considering the language of these inscriptions as an early form of Malay. The identification of this language has in the past been a matter of doubt, in spite of the fact that for the sake of convenience it has usually been referred to as 'Old Malay'.
THE IMPORTANCE OF SALAKO FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION OF PM

Phonology
Retentions from PM which are not found in Malay
Although Salako has retained a few PM phonological distinctions which have become lost in Standard Malay, these retentions are of limited importance, as they are also found in Hulu Banjarese (which was a key isolect in the reconstruction of PM, see Adelaar 1992). They re-affirm, rather than refine, the reconstruction of PM phonology. The two main retentions are:
(1) Maintenance of the distinction between *í' and *h in intewocalic position (PM *? is a merger of Proto Austronesian "7, *S and *H; PM *h reflects Proto Austronesian *q). (e) The loss of *l in rnany cases. Nowadays Salako does have an 1, however. It is hard to tel1 whether this l is entirely4he result of borrowing (frorn Malay andlor the neighbouring Kendayan dialect) or whether it rnay in some cases still reflect a regularly inherited PM *l. Exarnples of the loss of *l:
4 Malay lunch has undergone regressive dissimilation, which is a regular change wherever two r's occur i,n the same word. Other evidence for PM *ruruh is Minangkabau luruah, ruruah (Thaib 1935 
Chronologica1 order of the changes from PM to Salako
Loanwords can often be distinguished from inhented vocabulary by the fact that they have a different phonological history, that is, they have not undergone the Same sound changes vis-à-vis an older stage of the language as have inherited words. Furthermore, if one knows the chronological order in which these sound changes have taken place, one can sometimes also determine the relative age and adaptation of loanwords by checking which of these changes have affected them and which have not. For a detailed analysis of loanwords it is therefore essential to establish the chronological order in which the sound changes must have taken place. As far as the sound changes from PM to Salako are concerned, it is obvious that preplosion must have begun before cluster reduction became operative. Otherwise it would be impossible to explain why the final nasal in amutn, ipapm and ejlekg underwent preplosion, whereas the final nasal in muag and kanig did not.
Preplosion must also be older than the loss of *l, judging from the fact that nasalization of initia1 consonants does not entail the loss of preplosion in the final nasal in verbs like taam (-naam) and puakg (-muakg) . In spite of the fact that preplosion must be older than the loss of *l, it must also have outlived this loss, however. Some borrowings testify to this in that they display preplosion while still having retained 1 from the lending language. For instance, lawakg 'door' and ba-lawakg '(go through the door of spouse's parents' house =) to get mamed' display both preplosion and presence of l. This lawàkg must be a loan, possibly from Javanese, which has lawag 'door'. One may conclude from this that preplosion is a less useful diagnostic criterion for spotting loanwords than is the loss of *l, as it has continued to affect the lexicon until relatively recently.
With these three changes of preplosion, cluster reduction and loss of *l in mind, it is often easy to tel1 loanwords from inhented vocabulary. For instance, examples 1 to 7 below comprise doublets, that is, pairs of words that have the same origin but one member of which is inherited from PM (and reflects the above changes) whereas the other is borrowed from Malay. Their meanings have usually (but not necessarily) become different.
(
(2) *lalu 'to pass' > au 'to pass' VS lalu 'subsequently' (< Malay lalu 'to pass; subsequently');
(5) *kaban 'companion; herd' > kabatn 'group, herd' VS kawan 'companion' (< Malay kawan 'companion; herd, flock');
Examples 8 to 1 1 contain pairs of synonyms of different origin. Again, one synonym is inherited, and the other is borrowed from Malay (not having undergone preplosion or loss of *l) : i (8) *SA-puluh talu 'thirteen' > sapuuh tau id. vs tiga balas (< Malay tiga balas id.); (9) bukatn 'other; not this one' vs lain 'other' (< Malay lain id.); (10) sa-napatn-e 'beforehand' vs sa-balum-e id. (< Malay sa-balum-pa id.); (1 1) insi' 'meat, contents' vs dagigldagin 'meat' (< Malay dagig; dagin probably < Sambas Malay).
Example 12 comprises a borrowed doublet, i.e., a pair of words with a common root, both borrowed from Malay, but at different times and with a differing degree of assimilation.
(1 2) bar-ukupm 'to deliberate' (showing preplosion) vs the more recently borrowed form ba-ukum 'have a law system' (lacking preplosion). Both are borrowed from Malay hukum 'law', which in turn is borrowed from Arabic. As is clear from the above borrowings, Salako is undergoing marked influence from Indonesian, to the extent that it may soon be reduced to a Malay dialect with only a handful of phonological and lexica1 curiosities of its own. Many present-day Malay dialects must have preceded Salako in this process of language convergence. Nevertheless, for the time being it.still possesses a number of phonological characteristics which are useful for distinguishing between inherited and borrowed items in a significant part of the vocabulary. Cluster reduction and loss of *l seem more reliable criteria than preplosion, which is also observed in frequently used and well-integrated loanwords.
Lexicon
Salako has retained some interesting archaic lexica1 items, which have usually been replaced in other Malayic isolects. In Austronesian comparative linguistics, the meanings 'dog', 'pig', 'chicken', 'domestic animal', 'pet' and 'plaything' are al1 part of the Same semantic configuration, and Proto Austronesian *qayam can be reconstructed with the meaning 'l. domestic (tame) animal, 2. pet, plaything'. Many Austronesian languages have a reflex of Proto Austronesian *qayam meaning 'to play', 'plaything, toy', 'pet' or 'domestic animal', whereas reflexes with the meaning 'dog' are found in the Philippines, reflexes with the meaning 'chicken' in Malay and Javanese, and a reflex with the meaning 'tame pig' in North Borneo. In Siraya, an extinct language of Taiwan, 'ajam' basically refers to an anima1 in genera1 (Adelaar forthcoming). The meanings 'domestic (tame) animal' and 'pet, plaything' can also be assigned to PM *hayam. Compare the following Malayic reflexes: Iban ayam 'plaything, toy, pet', uduk ayam 'pet dog', and g-ayam 'to play' (Richards 1981) , Salako ayam-an 'domestic animal', Kendayan pahayam-an 'livestock', Malay ayam 'chicken'.'3 Malay ayam 'chicken' is a lexica1 replacement of an earlier PM *manuk 'chicken', which still retains this meaning in Iban manuk (Richards 198 l) , and Kendayan and Salako manok. PM *manuk in turn is a reflex of Proto Austronesian *manuk 'bird'. 
1981
) and salbarag is supported by the fact that in large parts of the Malayic-speaking world the river is seen as a body. In Malay a river is referred to as batag 'trunk', and the river head as hulu 'head'. It is not surprising that other parts of the body should also form part of this rnetaphor, and that the root barag 'hip, upper leg' should be identifiable with the denvative salbarag 'opposite shore'. The Same metaphor is found in Toba Batak and in Jarai.15 Toba Batak has the terms batag aek 'river', hlulu 'upstrearn', hae 'downstrearn', and pa-hae '(name of a place downriver)'. The basic meanings of the Toba Batak words batag, ulu and hae, however, are 'body, trunk', 'head' and 'hip, leg of a slaughtered animal' respectively. Jarai has the terms ia krdg 'river' (ia 'water'), a k s ia 'upriver area', and to'kai ia 'downriver area'. The basic meanings of ako" and to'kui are 'head' and 'foot' respectively. 
Lexicon
Salako shares some vocabulary with 'Old Malay'. Compare the following items, to some of which I assign a different meaning from that given in De Casparis (1950 , 1956 :
Malay bar-sa-'(reciprocal prefix)' e. marppädah 'to report, relate' (De Casparis: 'be submissive') ba-padàh id.
' 6 Lee reconstructs *t-, but the initia1 nasal in Rhade mkan clearly shows that the etymon should be reconstructed with *b- (Lee 1966 It is almost impossible to demonstrate the advantages of the glosses I propose without reproducing the full text and translation of the Telaga Batu and Gandasuli inscriptions.19 Besides, an alternative translation of one lexical item often entails the re-interpretation of a string of other lexical items or phrases, as there is an almost discouraging number of unknown factors involved in the transliteration, translation and cultural interpretation of Old Malay inscriptions. This is due to the restricted corpus of these inscriptions, the physical wear and tear which they have undergone, and our lack of knowledge of the period in which they were produced. In fact, they are just fragments of an unknown world long past. 
d. marsi
In lines 3 to 5 of the Telaga Batu inscription an enumeration is given of al1 the categories of people who wil1 be killed by a curse if they are not faithful to their king. 
and you -washermen of the king and slaves of the king, -al1 of you will be killed by the curse of (this) imprecation; if you are not faithful to me, you will be killed by the curse.' (De Casparis 1956: 36-37.) De Casparis translates marsïhäji as 'washermen of the king', which, as he admits in a footnote, is conjectural:
'Marsï haji, -conjectural translation. The first word might wel1 correspond to modern Indonesian barsih, "clean". The correspondence mar-: bar-is regular. As to the loss of the visarga with compensatory vowel lengthening, the same line appears to give another example (luvï : luvih). -It is not astonishing to find this group mentioned here. The washermen, who e.g. form a separate caste in India, might be dangerous people. One would have expected to find cooks also mentioned here, but they may be included in the next term.' (De Casparis 1956:37 f.n. 13.)
Although it is correct to say that there is an 'Old Malay' mar-corresponding with present-day Malay bar-, this does not mean that there is a regular m-: b-correspondence. The correspondence only applies to the intransitive verba1 prefix bar-(/PM *mAr-/'Old Malay' mar-, a bound morpheme), and does not as a rule apply to initia1 syllables of vocabulary items.
The change from PM *m-to b-in this prefix is due to a concatenation of specific phonotactic conditions which do not apply to the pair of lexica1 items marsï : barsih (Adelaar 1992:163). Another argument against a relation between marsland barsih is the absence of -h in the former, as 'Old Malay' -h and Malay -h do regularly correspond in most of the vocabulary.
I analyse marsï-as a prefix combination (mar-+ si-) with reciprocal meaning, which is related to Malay bar-sa-or bar-si-, Salako (ba)sin-and Minangkabau ba-si-, and the second part of which reflects a (West) Malayo Polynesian prefix *si-forming reciprocal (and medial?) verbs. Proto-(West) Malayo Polynesian *si-is also still reflected in the second part of the Toba Batak prefix combination mar-si-denoting reciprocity. In Malay the combination has ceased to be productive and only appears in a few derivatives with reciprocal or media1 meaning. Examples: tumpu 'take-off, abutment' bar-sa-tumpu 'take off against each other (e.g. in tug-of-war game)' K Ahander Adelaar tubuh 'body' bar-sa-tubuh 'have sex' manakan (takan) 'to press' bar-si-takan lutut 'with one's arms (leaning) on one's knees' tagal) 'tended, tense' bar-si-tagag urat leher '(to cause each other's neck muscles to become tense =) to fight with each other' [rayutl barsa-rayut (labelled as Kelantanese in Iskandar) 'hang down (of many clothes)'
The corresponding Minangkabau combination basi-seems to be more productive than Malay bar-sa-lbar-si-, and it also seems to have a wider meaning (Moussay 1981:197-199 Kern (Verspreide Geschriften VIL2 12) , translates m a k a b i t in the Telaga Batu inscription as 'making crazy', although in his wordlist (on p.347) he also considers as alternative translation 'to make impotent', pointing to the fact that Indonesian (and more particularly Jakartan) has the word lagit 'indolent, lazy', 'but then with the backthought of making money by sly means without working' (De Casparis 1956:357) . I propose a translation 'to disappear' for the root /wit, as this meaning is more compatible with Salako agit and Kendayan iagit, and furthermore with Old Javanese lagit 'vaguely visible in the distance, vanishing from sight' (Zoetmulder 1982) and Sundanese ligit 'gone, lost, disappeared; in disuse' (Eringa 1984) . The literal translation of the derivative makalanit would then be 'to cause to disappear', and in the relevant passage of the Telaga Batu inscription 'to reduce' or 'to take away' (for the prefix maka-see below). From a translation point of view, the difference between my translation and the one by De Casparis may not be readily apparent. The form makalwit occurs four times in the Telaga Batu inscription. In two cases, De Casparis' rendering yields 'to make the minds20 of people crazy' (lines 13 and 14 in the transliteration, De Casparis 1956:34) , and in one case simply 'to make crazy' (line 15), without a following object. From a stylistic point of view these translations are correct, and the phrase 'to make the minds of people crazy' sounds better than 'to cause the minds of people to disappear' or 'to reduce the minds of people'. But this does not remove the fact that the primary meaning of m a k a b i t must be 'to cause to disappear', as is demonstrated by the fourth case. Here (De Casparis 1956:33, line It is awkward to interpret tämva as the instrument in the above phrase, and it is anyway unnecessary to dus0 if the word makalanit is translated as 'to take away'. The sentence then reads: (8) ' or if you commit theft -whether you are of low, middle or high descent, -if you take away herbs belonging to subjects protected by me, [. . .] you will be killed by the curse.'
The passage (like most other passages in Old Malay inscriptions) admittedly remains vague, but at least the structure of the sentence becomes somewhat more transparent. Moreover, a meaning 'to take away' can be more satisfactorily linked with cognate forms in Salako, Old Javanese and Sundanese than if the word is translated as 'making crazy' or 'making , impotent'. In a footnote, De Casparis explains manalit as a form'that is related to Javanese a-Zit 'small', so that its genera1 meaning must have been 'to make small, to divide int0 small parts', 'presumably for distributing the treasures among possible rebels' (De Casparis 1956:40 f.n.34). However, the sentence would make more sense if manalit were translated as 'to steal', which would entail a derivation from a root kalit. Compare the resultant translation, viz.: Besides the Salako word kuit and Kendayan kalit, Old Javanese a-kalit 'appropriating, seizing, taking hold of (Zoetmulder 1982 ) is probably als0 related to manalit. The following arguments support this (admittedly prosaic) translation with 'beanfield': -De Casparis clearly has some difficulty in interpreting parttakan. His translation with 'witness' is not based on linguistic arguments, but is prompted by the observation that in Old Javanese inscriptions, in similar contextual settings, witnesses would be expected to occur.
-Moreover, De Casparis in a few cases uses erroneous spellings for parttakan. In his transcription on p.62 he writes 'parttakan', but in his translation on p.65 'partakan', and in note 44 on p.64 and (twice) in note 27 on p.69 'parttakkan'. These spellings are not without relevance for a further interpretation of this form. In the 'Old Malay' script, there is no symbol for schwa as such, but its presence is often implied by a doubling of the following consonant.24 On the basis of a spelling 'parttakkan', De Casparis tries to link the form with the Javanese takan 'staff, speculating that the alleged witnesses in this passage may have had a staff in their hand (De Casparis 1950:69 note 27) . If the spelling 'parttakkan' were correct, however, there would have been some ground for inferring a root *takan, at least from a phonological point of view. But the geminated 'tt' would likewise imply a preceding schwa, and this would contradict a derivation *par-f *takan as suggested by De Casparis. It is quite likely that De Casparis' transliteration 'parttakan' is the correct one, and this implies a phonological */paratakan/.
-Judging from the transliteration 'parttakan', the root of this derivative had a schwa and must phonologically have been *ratak. Comparativelinguistic evidence supports a root *ratak 'bean': besides Salako and Ken-J dayan ratak, other forms corresponding to it would be Old Javanese (h)atak (Zoetmulder 1982) , Cham rata? (Moussay 197 l) , Acehnese ritia? (Hoesein Djajadiningrat 1934) , Ngaju haretak, saretak (Hardeland 1859) and Iban ratak (Richards 198 l ) , al1 meaning 'bean'.
-A derivative *pa-ratak-an meaning '(the place where beans are found =) beanfield' from *ratak 'bean' would be entirely regular.
-As the relevant passage in the Gandasuli inscription describes the division and size of terrains, 'beanfield' for parttakan would not be out of place. It fits in better with the context than 'witness', and yields a better reading of the passage.
Morphology
Salako reflects an older stage of Malayic morphology in many respects than does Malay. It has retained some affixes which have become lost in Malay but still have correspondences in Old Malay. Like Malay, Salako has developed a passive prefix di-, which is an innovation that is not yet present in Old Malay. However, Salako di-never acquired the.same I prominence as Malay di-.
a. The subjunctive marker -a? Salako has a subjunctive marker -a? which corresponds in form and meaning with -a in 'Old Malay'. On the basis of this evidence, I reconstructed a PM subjunctive suffix *-a?, which in turn is a reflex of the Proto Austronesian subjunctive marker *-a (Adelaar 1992: 163-164 The fact that di-still has a vowel i (instead of an expected schwa) in almost al1 the Malay dialects where it is attested also testifies to its recent development from a preposition int0 a prefix. It was not part of the PM morpheme inventory (Adelaar 1992: 16 1 -163).
Conclusions
It is apparent from the evidence presented above that Salako is an important link in the reconstruction of PM, particularly in the lexical and morphological fields. It has kept many of the affixes lost elsewhere in the Malayic subgroup, and conversely, it has not completely followed other Malayic isolects in their development of new affixes. Particular developments in Salako phonology make it possible for US to distinguish between inherited vocabulary and fairly recent loanwords.
It does not necessanly follow that Western Malayic Dayak, or for that matter Malayic Dayak, is an early offshoot within the Malayic subgroup. 'Malayic Dayak' is actually a geographically and religiously (rather than linguistically) determined label for Malayic isolects spoken by non-Muslims in Borneo (Hudson 1970) . It remains to be seen through further investigation whether there is a linguistic basis for such a subgroup, and, if there is, whether Malayic Dayak constitutes a primary branch or is just a lower-order subgroup within Malayic.
The Salako material is furthermore of great value for the interpretation of 'Old Malay' inscriptions. Several 'Old Malay' sentences become clearer when the meaning of some of their lexical items is checked against that of their Salako cognates.
The importance of comparative-linguistic data is als0 evidenced by the fact that Çoedès was in many ways more successful in translating 'Old Malay' inscriptions than, his predecessors (Çoedès 1930) . For Çoedès profited from his knowledge of Cham in improving and supplementing the translations made by Kern (1 9 13) and others. The latter, on the other hand, often relied on their knowledge of Javanese where their knowledge of Malay and Sanskrit proved insufficient for an accurate translation. From an Austronesianist point of view, there are strong reasons for considering the Chamic languages and Acehnese to be more closely related to Malay than Ja~anese.~6 Hence it is not entirely surprising that Çoedès was able to give better translations of some lexical items, although he may not have been aware of the extent of the genetic affinity between Malay and Cham at the time.
From this point of view, the use of Salako for the study of 'Old Malay' inscriptions is at least as appropriate as is that of Cham, as it is genetically even closer to 'Old Malay'. A knowledge of Javanese language and culture also remains an indispensable tool. Malay and Javanese have been influencing each other strongly for more than a millennium, while moreover we happen to know more about early Javanese than early Malay language and culture. On the other hand, we have no absolute evidence that this mutual influencing goes back to as early as the seventh century A.D., so that too much recourse to Javanese may eventually yield unsatisfactory results.
At any rate, we should keep an open mind with respect to evidence from other -more closely related -languages in the study of 'Old Malay' inscriptions.
The question as to whether or not 'Old Malay' is a form of Malay has been discussed by a number of scholars. In brief, Ferrand (1932) believed it to be an early form of Malagasy. Aichele interpreted several morphological and lexical items in the inscriptions as Batak (see Teeuw 1959) . Most other scholars (Coedès 1930 , Kern 19 13, De Casparis 1950 , 1956 , Teeuw 1959 , however, tended to interpret the language of the inscriptions as an early form of Malay, and presumed that some of the problematic morphologica1 and lexical elements in it were archaisms lost in later Malayic isolects. The Salako evidence goes a long way in showing that they were right. That Ferrand's approach to the matter was unsystematic and his conclusions wrong has already been sufficiently demonstrated by Damais (1968) . Aichele's arguments were certainly more to the point, although it is now possible, thanks to the available Salako evidence, to discard most of them. Aichele's evidence for Batak elements in the inscriptions was'as follows:
-The occurrence of the compound sapuluh dua 'twelve'27, where Toba Batak has sampulu dua, whereas the Malayic isolects use a compound with balas for the formation of numbers between ten and twenty (with the exception of Brunei Malay, which follows the pattern of the inscriptions). In everyday speech, Salako and Kendayan both have balas, but in more elevated language one still finds Salako sapuuh dua, sapuuh tau etc. (Kendayan sapuluh dua, sapuluh talu) . It seems reasonable to assume that sapulu dua was a PM retention, and not a borrowing or a loan construction from Batak. -The occurrence of the passive verba1 prefix ni-instead of di-. This prefix admittedly is not found in Malayic isolects, but does not necessarily have to be interpreted as a Batak borrowing, as it may equally wel1 have developed from Proto Austronesian *ni-/*-in-. As for the widespread prefix di-, there is no ground for its reconstruction (as a prefix) in PM (cf. section 3.2 above). -The occurrence of a verba1 prefix maka-corresponding to Toba Batak maha-(< Proto Batak *maka-, see Adelaar 1981). As was seen in section 3.2, this prefix is also attested for West Malayic Dayak, and we may assume that it is a retention in 'Old Malay'.
-The occurrence of an intransitive verba1 prefix mar-. Some forms of Batak (e.g., Toba Batak) also have mar-, whereas Malayic isolects today al1 have bar-(or a related form) as an intransitive prefix.
Aichele's conclusion that constructions like sapulu dua and the prefix maka-were Batak can be discarded with the help of the West Malayic Dayak evidence. His assumption that ni-was Batak can be discarded on the basis of our knowledge of Proto Austronesian morphology. Finally, his assumption that mar-was a Batak prefix was rejected earlier on the basis of phonotactic arguments (Adelaar 1992: 163 
